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SEA is encouraged by the response from the land mobile community

regarding the Commission's set of proposed rules as presented in

the Notice. In this proceeding the Commission is seeking to

increase the capacity in the PLMRS bands below 512 MHz, to promote

more efficient use of this spectrum, and to simplify and to

consolidate the rules governing these bands (collectively referred

to as "refarming"). Interested parties to this proceeding have now

had the opportunity to comment on the Commission's proposals. SEA

offers the following replies to these comments. After review of

said comments, SEA still believes the basic framework of the

Commission's proposed rules to be sound.

SEA continues to recommend a channel plan which divides the

spectrum into the smallest practical single channel width, 5 kHz.

A 5 kHz channel spacing is better than all proposed alternatives

for implementation into both the 150-172 MHz and 450-512 MHz bands

(collectively referred to herein as "the refarmed bands"). We find

that the arguments made for alternative channel spacings generally

suffer from the mistaken belief that the selection of this channel

spacing is a mandate for the use of narrowband technology. SEA

believes that no technology should be excluded from use in these

bands as long as it meets the spectrum efficiency standard and the

emission mask. with the flexibility to "stack" channels, licensees

and manufacturers will be able to use a variety of technologies and

develop a plethora of new applications and services.
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As regards the transition plan, SEA notes that the commenters offer

general unanimity of opinion that the refarming transition plan

forego the proposed intermediate step of converting present

operations to reduced deviation analog FM operations. SEA supports

a conversion directly to a 5 kHz root channel plan, which has many

advantages regarding economy and efficiency.

SEA still supports the spectrum efficiency standard as proposed in

the Notice. Other commenters have proposed that a spectrum

efficiency standard be established that takes into account many

other parameters besides bandwidth, voice links and data rate. SEA

herein points out the advantages of the Commission's proposed

standard as compared with those purported of the alternatives.

SEA notes the general support for the Commission's plan to permit

channel exclusivity. Service categories eligibles should be given

tools to convert designated portions of shared spectrum into

exclusive use spectrum in and around urban areas. However, channel

exclusivity should not be a goal unto itself. SEA also believes

that some type of ERP/Antenna height limit schedule is required to

actually implement exclusive use assignments.

SEA is opposed to the innovative shared use concept as proposed in

this docket, as are most other commenters • Innovative shared

channels, if adopted as proposed, would hinder the introduction of

stacked channels.
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Finally, SEA supports the granting of additional authority to the

frequency coordination committees so that they may develop plans

for channel pairings and the implementation of trunking technology

into the bands below 512 MHz.

iii
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Replacement of Part 90 by Part 88 to
Revise the Private Land Mobile Radio
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Governing Them

)
)
)
)
)
)

PR Docket No. 92-235

SEA Inc. ("SEA"), by its undersigned counsel, hereby replies

to the initial comments on the Commission's Notice of Proposed Rule

Making ("Notice") in the above captioned proceeding. 1 with

appropriate mOdifications, SEA supports the proposed Part 88 rules

set forth in the Notice.

I. III'rItODUCTIOB

As SEA noted in its Comments,2 the complex set of issues involved

in this proceeding need to be dealt with in turn. The many

commenters in this proceeding have brought their diverse approaches

to problem solving, a tremendous breadth of understanding of the

issues, and a willingness to proceed. SEA, in its analysis of the

comments in this proceeding, has made every attempt to consider the

broad range of interests and possible pitfalls that are included in

an initiative of this magnitUde. SEA'S conclusion is that much is

1 Notice of Proposed Rule Making, PR Docket No. 92-235,
November 6, 1992.

2 Comments of SEA at 3 (filed May 28, 1993).
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to be gained from this effort.

We believe that the following elements are critical to the success

of this endeavor:

• A 5 Us CDIDIBL VLUI;

• CJDUQIBL 8'1'ACKIBG PBRIIIftBO;

• U DI88IOB DBK SUI'IULB !'OR A STACUO CDIIImL

BIIVIRO-.r1' ;

• U APPROPJtIA'IB BJ'I'ICIDCY S'1'AIIDAJU), UD

• 8PBC'fIRUK U'lBftIOB IIICBftIftS BUBO OB ..B'lIBG '1'11II

B!'!'ICI.BCY STUDARDS BY .IUSTO.. OA'I.S.

SEA is somewhat dismayed that some commenters apparently interpret

that this proceeding is about selecting the next preferred land

mobile modulation type. This is manifested in the allusion to a

"narrowband mandate" instead of the reality of a "spectrum

efficient technology mandate". Some have felt it necessary to

suggest that the future success of land mobile digital

communications is somehow dependent on the selection of a 12.5 kHz

channel plan for the 150-172 MHz and 450-512 MHz bands. Further,

some commenters tend to associate flawed elements of the Notice

with narrowband technol0gy3. In SEA's view, such arguments are weak

and unconvincing. SEA feels the proper participation in this

proceeding is to identify the problems and offer constructive

3~ innovative



alternatives.

At least part of this anti-narrowband mindset is to be attributed

to the Notice itself. Indeed, the Commission did make the proposed

rules ambiguous in areas and in one instance appear to be biased

toward narrowband technologies4, although by no means do we think

it was intentional.

As a side note, SEA is compelled to note that its 5 kHz narrowband

technology designed for the 220 MHz band is performing beyond

expectations. Furthermore, ten years hence (when, we are confident,

narrowband will serve as the benchlllark for spectrum efficiency), it

is quite likely that there will be spectrum efficient technologies

that outperform what we call narrowband today, unless a channel

plan is adopted with no incentives for the use of spectrum

efficient technologies and no avenue to utilize them.

We feel that the new Part 88 rules will open up a mobile

4 The Commission's text actually indicated two different
approaches: a "technical flexibility" approach, and a "mandate
narrowband" approach. SEA ass\med the passages that tended to
indicate a mandate for the use of narrowband were misstatements
(probably better wording in such passages would have been
"narrowband or equivalent"). We also assumed such a "mandate" was
essentially superseded by the rules which specifically perait
flexibility (stacking channels). Such flexibility provisions were
selectively ignored by many commenters in their vigor to oppose a
narrowband root channel spacing.

One exception to this description is the FCC's onerous "non
standard bandwidth" penalty of 25% indicated in proposed Part
88.245(c). SEA does not support such a penalty.
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communications revolution in terms of user/operator capability and

manufacturer technology and competition. SEA supports rules which

permit the greatest degree of flexibility. SEA continues to believe

that the refarming initiative will only be successful if innovation

and efficiency are required, the means to move to new technology

are in place, and the required incentives are provided.
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II. DIaCUaaIO.

A. SA con1;ing 1;0 'gppor1; Tbe QOMi••ioD" rroRO.e4 Ipea1;rMa
Ifficitpcy '~ap4ar4

Several co_enters make mention of a TIA spectrum efficiency

standard (or definition) in the making. However, there is no

consensus regarding the purpose of this definition or how it is to

be employed.

NABER sees the standard ("efficiency/loading factor") as a tool to

aid coordinators in deciding whether a user should qualify for

channel exclusivity5.

Ericsson GE ("EGE") supports the adoption of an efficiency standard

" ••. by an industry group ••• designed to substantially increase

spectrum efficiency to a level which is the equivalent of at least

4 'communications links' per 25 kHz analog channel ••• "6. SEA notes,

however, the absence of any mention of how conformance will be

demonstrated, by whom the standard will be enforced, or when it

should take effect.

TIA describes the standard it is going to create as a "more

rigorous definition and explanation of the meaning of spectrum

efficiency that goes beyond the concept of counting theoretical

5~ NABER Whitepaper, dated May 4, 1993, at 4.

6 ~, Comments of Ericsson GE at 3.
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communications channel paths"7. SEA does not see the objective of

such a definition as relates to the purpose intended by the

Commission in this proceeding.

A discussion of the logistics of the implementation of any

alternative to the Commission I s enforcement of a simple standard is

conspicuously absent from the comments filed in this proceeding.

SEA continues to support the 4800 bpS/5 kHz efficiency standards

proposed in the NQtices• Other commenters agree with this

positiQn9 • If adopted as proposed, it will achieve the intended

purposes: to compel manufacturers to develQp spectrum efficient

technolQgies and products for users tQ deploy in the timeframe set

fQrth in the rules. Furthermore, SEA cQntinues to believe that

manufacturers should demonstrate cQnfQrmance to the standard in

product type acceptance filings 1o •

SEA agrees with EGE that the "25% penalty" applied to "non-standard

bandwidth" applications (stacked channels) should be deleted from

proposed' 88.245(c).

7 CQmments of TIA at 9.

8 Notice, Appendix A, page 118, prQposed '88.433.

9
~, ~, CQmments Qf AMI at 4-5.

10 CQmments Qf SEA at 4-5.
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B. ala continu.. to support A 5 kit lOOt Chapp.l 8paaip9 lor Zh.
I.tam.d lapd.

As stated in our comments, SEA supports the Commission's proposed

root channel spacing of 5 kHz for the 150-174 MHz band.

Furthermore, we proposed that the Commission adopt the same 5 kHz

root channel spacing for the 421-512 MHz band".

Several commenters oppose the Commission's proposed channel

spacings and offered support for alternatives. Some believe the

channel plan should be based on 6.25 kHz channels. still others

believe the root channel spacing should be 12.5 kHz. Most agree

that the root channel spacing should be the same for the all the

refarmed bands in order to realize economy benefits from equipment

design commonality.

Many of the objections to a 5 kHz channel spacing were predicated

on the belief that the new Part 88 would mandate the use of

narrowband technology to the exclusion of all other technologies.

This has raised the concern that new applications and services

which require wider bandwidth would not be permitted. For instance,

APCO's comments indicated that public safety users anticipate

requiring wider not narrower channels'2 in order to transmit

fingerprints, maps, criminal records, video and building diagrams.

" Id. at 8.

'2 Comments of APCO at 5. Similar concern was expressed by AAR.
~ comments of AAR at 26.
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This concern was expressed even though the FCC proposal will permit

wider ("non-standard") bandwidths via channel stacking. APCO

suggests that the proposed rules would " .•• preclude the advancement

of such new (wideband) technoloqies". This, SEA believes, would not

be the case. However, it is apparent to SEA that the adoption of a

wider root channel space would likely discourage and perhaps

preclude the use of spectrum efficient narrowband technoloqies. We

believe it is indisputable that stacking narrow root channels to

make a wideband channel will be much easier than it would be to

split wideband channels to make narrowband channels.

EGE objects to the use of a "very narrow bandwidth" (VNB) channel

spacing because ..... the required future use of 6.25 kHz and 5 kHz

VNB channels presents a substantial risk to the PLMR user community

in view of the fact that VNB technology is unproven technology."13

EGE goes on to point out that " ••. in the two years since the 220

MHz Proceeding there are still no VMS systems in operation in the

220 MHz band demonstrating that the Commission's well founded

technical concerns have yet to be resolved. 14"

Regarding EGE' s first point, SEA observes that this is a good

example of a commenter confusing a channel spacing with a

technology. The purpose of EGE's argument apparently is to persuade

the reader to believe that a 5 kHz channel plan will mandate a

13 Comments of Ericsson GE at 10.

14 Id. at 11-12.
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sinqle technology. We believe it is clear that selection of a 5 kHz

channel plan and permittinq channel stackinq15 will not "mandate

VNB technoloqies" as such co_enters suggest. Rather it will permit

a variety of technoloqies with two common traits: high spectrum

efficiencies and the use of the lowest common denominator channel

increments16.

EGE's second comment can only be attributed to a lack of awareness

of the on-going 220 MHz licensing process. Suffice to say that the

small number of constructed 220 MHz systems has nothinq to do with

"technical concerns". SEA presently has 220 MHz systems constructed

and operating in Chicago, Houston and Seattle. As of Auqust 15,

1993, SEA will also have systems constructed and operatinq in

Minneapolis, Kansas City, Dallas, and Indianapolis.

NABER's comments reflect a clear understandinq of the concept of

channel stacking (referred to as "slotting"). NABER notes that this

approach " •• permits a mixture of technologies, without favor to

15 EGE supports the concept of channel stacking. Id. at 3. "As
a matter of policy, Ericsson supporta: ••• a channel allocation plan
which stacks channels by user qroup to enable the use of narrowband
or wideband channels to accommodate a variety of technoloqies ••• "

16 The~ FCC mandate that is properly proposed is: use new
technology to achieve a reasonable and aeasurable level of spectrum
efficiency. Beyond that, the FCC must define a flexible approach to
meetinq that requirement. We believe that a 5 kHz channel plan, a
suitable emission mask, an efficiency standard, permittinq channel
stackinq, and spectrum retention incentives will provide such an
approach.
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any technology. "17 SEA would add that it is the selection of an

appropriate emission mask that is the key to the truth of this

statement.

NABER identifies the following criteria18 for their selection of

the root channel spacing ("lowest common denominator"):

1) permit natural channel size reductions durinq the

transition phase;

2) permit single channel use with a spectrum efficient

technology;

3) permit the ability to combine slotted channels for

efficient, wideband technology with minimal wasted bandwidth;

and

4) reduce the number of different types of equipment which

manufacturers would need to produce, that is, the 150 MHz band

and the 450 MHz band should be refarmed with the same root

channel spacing for equipment commonality.

NABER's argument eliminates 5 kHz as a choice for the following

reasons:

1) NABER states that " ••• 5 kHz channel 'slots' would prevent

6.25 kHz narrowband equipment from being utilized

17 Comments of NABER at 2.

18 NABER Whitepaper, 5/4/93 at 2. Basic argument repeated in
comments of NABER, filed 5/28/93 pp. 12-14.

10



efficiently"19.

SEA cannot agree with this reasoning because if a 5 kHz root

channel plan is adopted the market will most likely have available

5, 10, 15, 20, and 25 kHz (and perhaps greater) channel-spaced

technologies but we doubt manufacturers will develop 6.25 kHz

technologies that would be prevented from "being utilized

efficiently". NABER's first reason for elimination of 5 kHz as a

choice also includes reference to " ••• the substantial problems

associated with antenna combining of 5 kHz channels ••• ", which,

" ••• can be sUbstantially reduced by placing the channels slightly

farther apart." SEA has no knowledge of such a problem and is

confident it does not exist.

2) NABER's second reason for not supporting 5 kHz is that the

" ••• transition plan proposed below for the 450 MHz band would

not proceed as smoothly."

NABER's described plan requires "two (2) natural channel splits".

SEA questions that a transition plan which requires an intermediate

transition to 12.5 kHz channels can be characterized as "smooth".

Further, we do not agree that any conceivable transition from the

current 15/30 kHz channel spacing at 150 MHz to a 6.25 kHz channel

plan can be described as either "smooth" or "natural". NABER

claims that its plan retains the existing channel centers; this is

not true. Only the channel centers for the 450 MHz band would be

retained, and the 150 MHz band, where most channels operate on a

primary basis, will change completely. In contrast, a 5 kHz channel

19 Id.
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plan would retain all channel centers in both 150 and 450 MHz

bands, except for the 450 MHz offset channels, most of which have

secondary status. In terms of the benefit of retaining the existing

channel centers20 , 5 kHz is clearly the logical choice.

In SEA's view, NABER's criteria for selection of a root channel

spacing seem reasonable. However, the choice of 6.25 kHz clearly

fails the first criterion in the 150 MHz band: "natural reductions

during the transition phase". We believe it is arguable that 6.25

kHz fails the third criterion as well. In conclusion, NABER's

reasoning to eliminate 5 kHz as an option, in our view, lacks merit

and is partially based on a non-existent technical concern.

AAR suggests an "offset overlay" band plan for the 150 MHz band

where 12 • 5 kHz wide channels would be spaced 7.5 kHz apart.

Adjacent channels would be geographically separated21 • This

proposal fails the fourth NABER criterion since there is no

MHz

Mand



extremely difficult (and unlikely) this scenario would be. This

proposal, too, fails NABER's "smooth and natural" test.

Motorola's argument in opposition to a 5 kHz root channel spacing

relies mostly on an attempt to associate 12.5 kHz channel-spaced

technology with digital technology24. Motorola correctly points out

the manifold advantages of digital technology applied to land

mobile radio. However, this discussion is quite misleading in its

conclusion. Motorola never states ~ the adoption of 12.5 kHz

channel plans would result in industry having Ita tremendous

opportunity to improve land mobile communicationsn25 • In this

discussion, Motorola strongly implies that the benefits of digital

technology would not be achievable with the selection of any other

channel spacing. The fact is, there is no inherent connection

between the use of digital technology (and reaping its associated

benefits) and the use of 12.5 kHz channels.

The use of digital technoloqyu is as applicable to 5 kHz channels

23 See cOll1llents of AAR, Exhibit 8. This is a figure
illustrating how, in the AAR's view, the VHF (150 MHz) band would
migrate from the current 15 kHz spacing of 25 kHz wide channels, to
a 7.5 kHz spacing of 12.5 kHz wide channels, finally to a 6.25 kHz
spacing of 6.25 kHz wide channels.

24 Comments of Motorola at 11-19.

25 Id. at 19.

U Including the use of digital signal processors, the use of
digital controllers, the us. of digital displays, the
implementation of digital data cOBaunications, the emplOYment of
digital voice processing and the use of digital modulations.

13



as it is to 12.5 kHz channels. Data rates of over 12 kbps (using 16

OAK) are possible in a 5 kHz spaced channel (4 kHz bandwidth).

Motorola touts a 9. 6 kbps system (using OPSK) which they claim

requires only 12.5 kHz channel spacing.

SEA notes that many commenters support the concept of channel

stacking27 • The general rationale for this support is that stacking

will permit a wide variety of advanced technologies to be

implemented in order to meet the many diverse user needs. EGE

claims that "(t)he channelization plan proposed by the FCC will

make it extremely difficult to "recombine" (stack) 6.25 kHz or 5

kHz channels to create wider bandwidth ••• channels to transmit

significant amounts of data."~ It is not clear to SEA whether this

concern is due to the innovative shared use initiative and the plan

to retain the offset channels or concern about the root channel

spacing i tsel f • It could even be a concern about converting

channels used by installed "mandated" narrowband systems into

wideband channels~.

27 BJul, L.Sl&., Comments of AAR at 38, Comments of NABER at 18,
Comments of EGE at 3.

~ Comments of Ericsson at 18, footnote 21.

~ Id. EGE states " ••• the FCC will have to go through the
exercise of splitting channels in two steps••• then in a third step
recombine (narrOWband) channels so alternative technologies can be
used as required to serve the practical needs of users." The
likelihood of such a scenario is, in our view, nonexistent. If EGE
is of the belief that the proposed rules do not permit transition
directly to wideband spectrum efficient technologies (again the
"narrowband mandate" fear), they would be better served by
proposing rules that do.

14



The way SEA visualizes the transition from today's technology is

quite different from that expressed by many of the commenters in

opposition. We foresee potential users of new spectrum efficient

technology being offered a choice by manufacturers. Users would

make their choice of technology based on all the parameters they

should be· able to: system requirements including capacity,

coverage, functionality and performance, time value of information

flow, equipment cost, trust in manufacturer, and availability of

spectrum. We do not visualize (or support) any extra regulatory

requirements to obtain "non-standard bandwidth" channels and in

fact we believe they would be easy to coordinate and very popular.

Further, we anticipate that equipment will eventually become

available which accommodates mUltiple modulation and bandwidth

types and that systems will be devised that dynamically allocate

the amount of spectrum required for a given message or intercourse

(bandwidth on demand). Finally, we believe the adoption of a 5 kHz

channel plan will facilitate such innovation.

In summary, most of the obj ection to the proposed narrowband

channel plan is argued in terms of an objection to a "narrowband

technology mandate", which, it appears to SEA, was never the intent

nor is it a likely result of this proceeding. Since this "mandate"

is not a factual concern, most of the objections are moot.

It is obvious that when selecting the "lowest common denominator"

channel spacing for two bands, one of which is 15/30 kHz spaced and

15



the other 25 kHz spaced, the result is 5 kHz. Most of the other

advantages of the selection of a 5 kHz band plan are the result of

this fact, which cannot be changed or contradicted. Furthermore, we

believe that it is indisputable that 5 kHz will support basic voice

dispatch communications, trunked operation, and significant data

rates. Therefore, in these bands where the Commission wishes to

permit channel stacking so a wide variety of technologies may be

used (to meet the wide variety of user needs and achieve a higher

level of spectrum efficiencies), 5 kHz is the clearly superior, and

essentially the only choice.

C. A IrAD.itioD P1.. Dir19t1y 10 I 5 ... Cheppel PIAD Jill ",t
'erye The IAireAt Qf ne lul",i6

SEA's reading of the comments filed indicates overwhelming

opposition to the proposed "reduced deviation" step applied to

existing 25 kHz spaced FM transmitters. The desired benefits

associated with such a step probably do not justify the expense, as

pointed out by AAR30 • Furthermore, as discussed in SEA's comments

as well as others', there are seemingly insurmountable technical

problems associated with this step. We therefore recommend the

Commission forego this phase.

Many commenters suggest transitioning into a 12.5 kHz spaced

environment in both bands. SEA does not support this approach for

30 Comments of AAR at 25. AAR estimates is would cost the
railroads alone more than $9 million to reduce the deviation of
their existing analog FM equipment.
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the following reasons:

converting the present channelization into a 12.5 kHz

scheme will provide little if any extra efficiency to the

bands. At best it would merely eliminate the geographic

separation requirements at 150 MHz. At 450 MHz, if the

offset channels are retained, a 12.5 kHz scheme would

offer no extra mobile radio efficiency over that which

exists today.

the concept of conversion to 12.5 kHz channel spacings

for the refarmed bands is deeply rooted in an interest in

promoting analog FM and the APCO 25 standard. We will not

debate the wisdom of selecting a channel spacing on this

premise. However, it is clear that the emission mask

proposed by TIA for 12.5 kHz is a technological "dead

end", since it offers little hope of realizing the

efficiencies associated with other technologies, notably

narrowband. SEA argues this in detail in Appendix A.

The discussion regarding the selection of channel spacing in this

proceeding has lead to a comparison of different land mobile

equipment technologies. Some have argued that a channel spacing

should not be selected "based on unproven technology" • This

argument naturally implies that the technology upon which the

advocate's channel spacing is based is, indeed, proven. SEA notes

17



that, even though 12. 5 kHz analoq FM technoloqy has been proven to

be useful in some cases, the implementation of systems above 896

MHz has demonstrated that it is not good practice to co-locate

adjacent 12.5 kHz channels. Though in many cases this is because of

the difficulty in transmitter combininq31, interference from

adjacent channel operations has been found to be a significant

problem as well. In reality, geoqraphic restrictions between

adjacent 12.5 kHz analog FM channels may need to be applied in the

refarmed bands. Furthermore, there is the unknown factor of

susceptibility to interference of 12.5 kHz analog FM receivers in

the presence of adjacent channel APCO 25 digital transmitters.

consequently, the 12.5 kHz technoloqies that are supported by

various commenters in this proceeding are not entirely proven with

regards to its application to the refarmed bands.

LMCC proposed two avenues for transition32 , referred to as Option

A and option B. In short, Option A proposes to transition to 12.5

kHz, permit voluntary 6.25 kHz operation, with a plan for

Commission reconsideration regarding a second (required) transition

to narrower channels in 1999. option B suggests a transition

directly to 6.25 kHz. As we discussed above, a transition to 12.5

kHz will not provide significant efficiency gain itself and would

31 The 896-940 MHz trunked channels were unwisely combined into
contiguous trunked groups. Combining adj acent transmitters requires
the use of hybrid collbiners, which are very lossy, so most systems
have been constructed on multiple sites.

32 LMCC "Consensus Plan" at 10 to 14.
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likely make difficult or impossible any further efficiency gains

throuqh channel splitting in the future. Further, even if a second

step were technically possible, the expense of a second wholesale

transition33 would be prohibitive, even in LMCC's extended time

frame of 20 years.

SEA found a reasonable approach in the !.HCC's option B, except

that, as we arque above, 6.25 kHz is not the best choice for the

narrowband channel spacing. option B would offer, as LMCC notes,

certainty of direction, only one wholesale (mandatory) conversion,

and short term as well as long term efficiency gains. LMCC

expresses the followinq reservations about the Option B approach:

1) ..... the introduction of more spectrally efficient measures

would be slow initially and would not be fully implemented until

the year 2004 ..... :

2) " ••• there would be no concerted effort to clean up the

noise which accompanies operations in the 150-174 MHz band as a

result of 30 kHz equipment on frequencies separated by 15 kHZ ••• ":

3) " ••• option B would place the Commission in the posture of

having to develop rules for equipment bandwidths with which there

D Note that this second transition would not in reality be a
transition strictly to narrowband tachnoloqies, as implied by LMCC.
It would be a transition to narrowband or equivalent technoloqies,
based on the ultimate efficiency standard. This second transition
would be no less costly, however, since first-staqe 12.5 kHz
technoloqy hardware could not be expected to be forward compatible
with Whatever technologies miqht be deployed during a hypothetical
second transition.
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is currently little "real world" experience."

Item 1 above does not appear to be a siqnificant concern,

particularly when compared with the option A plan which would only

require 12.5 kHz operation by the year 2004.

Item 2 should not be a concern. with the Commission's emission mask

proposal, as new technoloqy systems are deployed, qeoqraphic

restrictions between adj acent new technoloqy systems will not

require strict observance. The qeoqraphic restrictions may be

relaxed and eventually deleted from the coordination procedures as

new adj acent systems come on line. As pointed out below, this

emission mask facilitates a "cleaninq up" of these frequency bands.

If the item 3 reservation is associated with the "narrowband

mandate" concern, we would hope that !MCC's fears would be allayed

at this time. If the concern is with the basic philosophy of the

Commission proposinq to establish technical rules which encouraqe

the development and use of new spectrum efficient technoloqies, we

should point out that this is not without precedent. The approach

used by the Commission here is reminiscent of past EPA and NTSB

requlations which require minimum standards on automobile

emissions, fuel economy and passenqer safety equipment. without

intervention by these aqencies, the automobile industry would not

have expeditiously updated its desiqn approaches in the 1970's. In

fact, the automobile industry protested and viqorously lobbied
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